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D A V I D  R .  W A T K I N S  
AT PRESENT,no official statement of general stan- 
dards for university libraries has been made by either the Association 
of Research Libraries or the Association of College and Research Li- 
braries, the two bodies which might be expected to make such a state- 
ment. 
It would appear that a statement is needed. Since early in 1968there 
has existed a joint committee of ARL and ACRL whose charge was to 
study this need, to determine whether or not a statement could be pro- 
duced and, if possible, to produce a document. Great Britain, Ger- 
many, and Canada have already acted in this area. 
Why is there a need for such a statement? The need arises primarily 
from the fact that the planning of the academic programs of American 
universities in many cases has been done with little or no reference to 
the book and journal requirements of the programs created. Programs 
have been initiated and later the discovery has been made that the li- 
brary implications have not been taken into consideration, that no bud- 
get has been supplied, and that no lead-time for assembling the printed 
materials has been allowed, In other words, a price and a time schedule 
for the program has been established without reference to an essential 
element. The expert, the director of the library, has been called in too 
late. Therefore, standards or guidelines for computing the various fac- 
tors in book collection building as related to curricular and research 
programs are needed. 
University libraries are expensive. Even though they have typically 
received well under 5 percent of the total educational and general out- 
lay in the university budget, the total figure has been large and is 
growing larger. They are in competition with other and more popular 
items in the budget, such as faculty salaries. Yet university faculties 
and students, especially graduate students, are seldom satisfied with 
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book collections and services. Moreover, it is doubtful that a university 
library director can be found who would be able to say that he feels 
that his library has kept up with his institution’s needs for books and 
services. Therefore, standards of financial support are needed. 
The precise nature of library work has been imperfectly understood 
in many instances in university and college libraries. Although there 
has been improvement in the status and salaries which have been ac- 
corded librarians in recent years, this has come about chiefly because 
of a short supply of competent professional personnel. The basically 
academic nature of library work has been overshadowed in the eyes of 
faculty and administrators by the housekeeping aspect of the work 
with the result that librarians have too often been classed with clerical 
personnel. There is a need for an authoritative standard for profes- 
sional personnel. 
There is a problem in the area of library legislation. Professionally 
established norms are required for the e5cient and equitable disburse- 
ment of state and federal funds. In the case of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965,because of the lack of an authoritative statement of stan- 
dards, the U.S. Office of Education found it necessary to assemble a 
committee of librarians to establish standards of collection size for the 
purpose of administering this act, The need continues to exist, and 
hopefully will be more important in the future. 
As state institutions grow, proliferate and make increasing demands 
on tax funds, it is natural that governments look for devices to control 
costs and to achieve economical use of funds. Special units have been 
set up to arrive at budget formulas. There has also been a tendency to 
look toward regional solutions to the problems of higher education. 
Such studies are usually managed by planning specialists who have no 
special competence in library matters. They are in search of standards; 
they take them where they find them and arrive at their own conclu- 
sions, If professionally prepared standards are not available, the uni- 
versities run the risk of having standards made for them by persons 
who lack adequate information for arriving at satisfactory conclusions. 
The more governmental support given the field of higher education 
(and there are voices urging such entry for even private institutions), 
the greater the need for standards. 
Why, then, have general standards for university libraries been SO 
slow in coming? There are serious di5culties in the formulation of 
standards in this area, First, the very word “university” cuts a wide 
swath. On one hand is the state teachers’ college which has added a 
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liberal arts program and now calls itself a university, on the other hand 
is the great institution of many programs and colleges with undoubted 
academic prestige. In between lie hundreds of institutions of varying 
quality and character whose libraries vary accordingly, University li- 
braries of the larger and older institutions worry that standards may 
act to influence their growth adversely and hamper their budgets. 
There is the ever-present danger that a stated minimum standard may 
become a maximum standard, leaving the librarian shivering like a 
shorn lamb in the blasts from academic departments whose book needs 
are not being met by an uncooperative library. It is very difficult to 
determine standards for book collections in the various subject areas. 
Even the experts on the faculty may disagree, and there are few, if any, 
printed guides. The standard text in the field of university library ad- 
ministration states: ‘Yet there is a question whether students or profes- 
sors know what they want if it is not provided. How reasonable are 
their wants and how effective is their use of what is available?”l An-
other difficulty is presented by the element of centralization or decen- 
tralization of libraries on a given campus. A bewildering variety of 
practices is to be found in this respect. 
In the 1970s, special difficulties beset the universities themselves, 
which will make the creation of standards more difficult. The univer- 
sity faces an ‘‘identity crisis”; the period of expansion of programs of 
the 1960s is being followed by a contraction of programs in the 1970s. 
The glare of media publicity has shown universities, faculty, and stu- 
dents in an unflattering light. Funds from all sources come with greater 
d%culty and in smaller amounts. Critics like David Riesman forecast a 
decade of depression for higher education.2 Some see the very nature 
of the university as we know it threatened, with research moving out of 
the university setting. The fact that universities seem destined to play a 
prominent role as a way station in the process of maturation of the 
young, whether academically qualified or not, tends to modify the tra- 
ditional idea of the university. Working in a similar direction is the 
concept of the university as an important agency to provide accultura- 
tion for minority groups, which has been publicly espoused by the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfarems Surely the new situation 
in which the universities find themselves and the prospect of further 
change will make the problem of formulating general standards for 
their libraries more difficult than it was even three years ago. 
Nevertheless, a precedent exists in the field of college libraries. Ad- 
mittedly, the task of providing standards for college libraries is easier 
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than that of doing the same for university libraries, although it is not 
without its difficulties either. There are great variations among colleges 
and their library needs. In 1959 a formulation of standards for college 
libraries was published by ACRL acting as an official voice of ALAa4 It 
was the product of a committee chaired by Felix E. Hirsch. The docu- 
ment itself, although now in need of some revision, has achieved great 
influence and authority. It is of importance for universities in many 
ways, not the least of which is that most universities have one or more 
colleges within their compass. This statement has had a wide influence 
in elevating almost all aspects of college libraries. It has been used to a 
great degree as a basis for policy in the area of college libraries by re-
gional accrediting agencies. It is chiefly qualitative in character, but 
also includes such quantitative features as minimum collection size 
(“50,OOO carefully chosen volumes”) and a statement to the effect that 
“the program of library service outlined in these standards will nor- 
mally require a minimum of 5percent of the total educational and gen- 
eral b ~ d g e t . ” ~  The subject of standards for college libraries is discussed 
fully in another paper in this issue; and another will cover standards 
for two-year college libraries, for which field a new statement of guide-
lines was adopted in 1971. In both cases of college library standards 
it is noteworthy that organizations relevant to the colleges as a whole, 
for instance, the Association of American Colleges and the Middle 
States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, were associ- 
ated in the planning of the various criteria and the standards received 
their informal support. This indicates a realistic and healthful trend in 
that academic libraries are parts of larger academic wholes, and li- 
braries are the direct concern of both. If the statement of standards is 
to carry authority, it cannot be the work of librarians alone. The aca- 
demic library takes its reason for existence and its character from the 
academic institution of which it is a part. Rodgers and Weber remark 
on this point in respect to university libraries: “As universities vary 
markedly in character so should their libraries, and any deviation in 
the library from the character of the specific university it serves may 
suggest a real inadequacy.”l 
A strong interest in a statement of general standards for university 
libraries is evidenced by the calling of a meeting by the ACRL Com- 
mittee on Standards “to consider the feasibility of establishing stan- 
dards for university libraries.” This meeting took place at the Midwin- 
ter Meeting of ALA in New Orleans in January 1967. Active consider- 
ation of the subject began at that time and still continues. Norman 
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Tanis, chairman of the ACRL Committee on Standards, in his call for 
the meeting stated that any investigation of the matter of university 
standards should be undertaken in close conjunction with members of 
ARL. Twenty persons were invited, representing university libraries, ac- 
creditation organizations, the Council on Library Resources, and the 
Council of Graduate Schools in the United States. This committee con- 
tinued the practice of Hirsch‘s committee in associating relevant aca- 
demic bodies and accrediting associations in its discussions. Unfortu- 
nately, the stenographic firm employed to record the deliberations of 
the meeting lost the transcript, and no other record exists. 
Then at the 1967 annual ALA conference held in San Francisco, an 
ACRL Ad Hoc Committee to Consider Possible University Library 
Standards, chaired by Ellsworth Mason, was appointed. At the same 
ALA meeting in San Francisco an agreement was reached with the 
ACRL Ad Hoc Committee on Relations with ARL that a conference 
would be held at Boston University on the subject of university stan- 
dards. The conference proposal was submitted to the Council on Li- 
brary Resources, which agreed to fund it, and the dates of November 2 
and 3,1967, were set. 
Out of the Boston conference came a recommendation that a joint 
committee of ACRL and ARL be appointed to develop university li- 
brary standards. The conference had concluded “that it is possible and 
desirable to develop university library standards.”6 The conference rec- 
ommended that the committee be responsible: 
a )  to make an analysis of presently available statistical data to 
ascertain which can be used in the development of quantitative 
standards for university libraries; 
b) to develop such standards as may appear feasible from the above 
analysis;
c)  to determine other areas of library performance for which 
standards are desirable and to make recommendations and 
develop proposals for studies to implement these needs. 
This constituted a sweeping charge, and differences of opinion 
among members of the ARL board had to be resolved before its share 
of members of the new committee could be appointed. Nevertheless, 
the ARL-ACRL Joint Committee on University Library Standards was 
appointed early in 1968 with Robert B. Downs as chairman. 
The first product of the committee appeared in 1969 under the ARL 
imprint bearing the title University Library Statistics-the work of 
Downs assisted by John Heussman. The foreword by Downs gives the 
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rationale of the work and also indicates the direction the committee 
had taken, apparently strongly influenced by a body of opinion within 
ARL. In  part this foreword states: 
As a control group, fifty leading university libraries in the United 
States and Canada were selected. The libraries chosen are primarily those 
in institutions belonging to the Association of American Universities (or 
more specifically the Association of Graduate Schools in the AAU), sup- 
plemented by several additional ARL libraries to bring the total number 
to fifty. All fifty libraries cooperated in supplying data which fall into 
seven categories: resources, personnel, finances, space, public service, 
administration, and professional school libraries. These “raw” data are 
presented here, prior to any attempt to develop standards, because it is 
believed that the statistical information in itself is valuable. 
The Joint Committee’s original intention was to adopt a strictly prag- 
matic approach to its assignment, Instead of; attempting to prepare a 
statement of ideal standards, it was agreed that a set of criteria for ex- 
cellence for university libraries, based on the best current practices,
should be developed, These criteria would be drawn from the facts 
presented herewith for the leading American university libraries. Further 
research, it is generally acknowledged, will be required before valid 
standards can be established. 
Neither the Association of Research Libraries nor the Association of 
College and Research Libraries has taken any action on the facts as-
sembled by the Joint Committee, nor has the Committee itself presented 
any recommendations for action by the sponsoring associations. At  the 
present stage, in fact, considerable skepticism exists as to the feasibility, 
or even the desirability, of setting up standards for university libraries. 
Among the reasons are: the “institutional environment” and “mission” of 
individual universities vary greatly; standards applicable to comprehen- 
sive universities may be invalid for specialized institutions; and stated 
minima may come to be regarded as maxima, thereby impeding the 
growth of a given library.7 
The usefulness of this compilation cannot be questioned. Information 
is given in terms of average, range low, first quartile, median, third 
quartile, and range high. Such categories of information as finances, 
relationship of library expenditures to university expenditures for edu- 
cational and general purposes, student per capita expenditures for 
books, resources, personnel, seats, and student per capita circulation, to 
mention only a few, are covered. Special sections deal with law and 
medical school libraries. 
In  the final paragraphs of his foreword Downs points out that, given 
the validity of the selection of libraries as the fifty most distinguished 
in America, valuable conclusions can be drawn about any other univer- 
sity library on such subjects as financial support, resources of various 
OCTOBER, 1972 

DAVID R. WATKINS 
types, personnel, space for books, readers and staff, and aspects of pub-
lic service on the basis of averages, medians, or quartiles. 
In  a report of the joint committee dated June 21, 1969,8 the norms 
which resulted from this study were listed under six headings: finances, 
resources, personnel, space, circulation and public service, and profes- 
sional school libraries. The committee offered this comment on the 
norms: 
An examination of: the foregoing figures would seem to justify calling 
them “criteria for excellence” with two notable exceptions: (1) The 
total library expenditures in relation to total university expenditures for 
general and educational purposes (only 3.5 percent) ; and (2)  the rela- 
tionship of seating to student enrollment (16 percent). Both are very 
substandard in terms of generally recommended levels. The average book 
shelving situation (13.26 volumes per square foot) is also below the 
optimum level. 
One way to approach these three doubtful areas would be to take the 
averages of the top 25 libraries, instead of the entire 50. The results, 
then are as follows: 
Library’s percentage of university expenditure-4.9 

Percentage of seating to student enrollment-26 

Number of volumes per square foot of shelving-118 

The report then comes forth with a proposal: 
Based on the data received from the 50 libraries, with some rounding 
out of figures and reasonable provisions for improvements and growth, 
the following criteria for judging excellence in university libraries are 
proposed: 
Finances 
Total library budget-$3,000,000 

Library’s percentage of university expenditures-5 

Percentage of library expenditures for salaries-60 

Percentage of library expenditures for books-34 

Percentage of library expenditures for general expense4 

Student per capita expenditure~-total-$l50 

Student per capita expenditure~-books-$50 

Resources 
Total number of volumes-2,000,000 

Volumes added annually (net)-100,000 

Volume holdings per student-100 

Current periodicals received-15,000 

Current periodicals per student-1 

Personnel 
Number of professional staff-90 
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Number of nonprofessional staff-160 

Percentage of professional staff-35 

Work hours weekly-professional-38 

Work hours weekly-nonprofessional-38 

Ratio of total staff to enrollment-1 to 80 

Ratio of professional staff to enrollment-1 to 225 

Space
Number of volumes per s uare foot of shelving-10 

Percentage of seating in re Pation to enrollment-25 

Square feet per FTE staff member-135 

Public Service 
Student per capita circulation-general-30 

Student per capita circulation-general and reserve40 

Hours open per week-100 

Professional School Libraries: Law 
Number of volumes-200,000 

Volumes per student-350 

Number of current journals-2,000 

Number of professional librarians-7 

Number of total staff-20 

Annual book expenditures-$75,OOO 

Annual book expenditures per student-$125 

Annual salary expenditures-$105,000 

Salary expenditures per student-$2OO 

Hours open per week-100 

Professional School Libraries: Medicine 
Number of volumes- 150,000 

Volumes per student-175 

Number of current journals-2,000 

Number of professional librarians-7 

Number of total staff-20 

Annual book expenditures-$75,000 

Book expenditures per student-$100 

Annual salary expenditures-$125,000 

SaIary expenditures per student-$150 

Hours open per week-100 

In all instances the criteria should be regarded as minimum, estab- 
lishing levels from which libraries build toward greater distinction.* 
Neither association has formally adopted and published this proposal 
as a statement of standards. In the light of the charge originally enun- 
ciated by the Boston conference it may be said that both associations 
are proceeding with restraint. However, the committee still exists, and 
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ARL is reported to be interested in improving and refining the defini- 
tions of statistics gathered from its members. 
Under the Higher Education Act of 1965, a standard for university 
library collection size was created (presumably in the absence of an 
official ALA or ARL standard) to facilitate the administration of grants 
under that act. A base figure of 500,000 volumes was established which 
covered a university academic program up to and including one doc- 
toral program. With each doctoral program thereafter, an increase of 
50,000 volumes was stipulated. The current instructions for applica- 
tions for Title I1 grants uses the figure 500,000 volumes as a cut-off be- 
low which points may be accumulated toward receiving a grant. The 
exact circumstances of the determination of this original figure are 
somewhat difficult to determine. Apparently the government officer in 
charge acted with the advice of a committee of librarians. It is difficult 
to determine just how widely this standard has been used outside the 
government program for which it was created. It was apparently influ- 
enced by the work discussed in the following paragraph. 
An article by Clapp and Jordan, “Quantitative Criteria for Adequacy 
of Academic Library Collections,”@ is often referred to regarding collec- 
tion size. The formula suggested by this study was created as a basis 
for a survey of state-assisted academic libraries in Ohio, and, according 
to Clapp, was published only as a basis for discussion. The authors con- 
sidered volume requirements for the individual member of the univer- 
sity and for the fields of graduate and undergraduate concentration. 
The formula has been criticized for not allowing for the difference in 
books needs among particular subject areas under the assumption that 
the whole spectrum of knowledge is involved in the university curricu- 
lum with a consequent automatic adjustment relieving any resulting 
imbalance. In general the standards produced by this formula are 
“high but not unreasonably so,” as Downs has stated. Subject associa- 
tions or societies have in some instances addressed themselves to the 
matter of library resources in their particular fields; an example is the 
American Historical Association. Allan Cartter of New York University 
considered the matter from a general point of view for graduate educa- 
tion in An Assessment of Quality in Graduate Education.lo 
The area of personnel standards in university libraries has been 
given, surprisingly enough, little attention and study since the publica- 
tion by A M  of the landmark document Classification and Pay Plans for 
Institutions of Higher Education.ll Yet personnel costs constitute well 
over 50 percent of the typical university library budget. The ACRL 
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Committee on Academic Status submitted a proposal entitled “Stan- 
dards for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians” to the 
annual meeting of the association in Dallas in 1971.This proposal calls 
for faculty status for librarians. Although it is a controversial document 
in some respects and seeks to impose a rigid system in respect to status 
and organization for the academic library staff, it was adopted as a 
working document, which is to become the basis for discussions to be 
held with the American Association of University Professors, the Asso- 
ciation of American Colleges, and “other professional and educational 
organizations.”12 
A considerable list of aspects of university library operations could 
be made, many of which have already been the subject of study and 
action. Foremost among these would be cataloging, where the joint ac- 
tivities of the Resources and Technical Services Division of ALA and 
the Library of Congress Processing Department and associated organi- 
zations have produced such documents as the Anglo-American Catalog- 
ing RuZes.13 So much work has been done and so much written com- 
ment has been produced about what might be called cataloging stan- 
dards that a mere mention of it must suffice here. The interpretive 
functions of academic libraries which fall under the heading “refer- 
ence” because of their very nature have eluded measurement up to this 
point, although the need has been pointed out on numerous occasions. 
The present and past activities of various bodies in gathering and 
defining terms in the field of statistics14 provide the essential underpin- 
ning for the consideration of standards. The national governmental ef- 
fort under what is now known as the US. Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, National Center for Educational Statistics, has 
over the years provided figures which have been invaluable to univer- 
sity library administrators. 
With the rapid growth of state institutions of higher education, state 
governments have been experimenting with new systems of control 
which have great importance for university libraries. Whether the ru- 
bric be performance budgeting or program budgeting, the need for 
professionally established standards is great in providing adequately 
for the university library’s operations. The necessity to adapt to this 
new approach to budgeting has been confined for the most part to state 
institutions (Washington and California, for instance), but private uni- 
versity libraries may well anticipate the possible introduction of such 
concepts to their areas, particularly in light of the tendencies of the 
lines between the private and public sectors to blur (e.g., the Univer- 
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sity of Buffalo and Temple University), A further development, the re- 
gional approach to such studies, is exemplified by the efforts of the 
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education.15 The State Uni- 
versity of New York is also engaged in writing standards for its many 
member institutions. 
The six regional accrediting associations of the United States in their 
statements of policy for accreditation all make certain stipulations 
about the library. The Middle States AssociationlB provides for its 
teams of evaluators a succinct general statement of a sound philosophy 
followed by a list of twenty-seven questions covering such subjects as 
the adequacy of the periodical list, the provision for faculty research, 
communication between librarians and faculty, and departmental li- 
braries. This document, however, would be more useful in the evalua- 
tion of college and small university libraries. The New England Associ- 
ation’‘ confines itself to a short statement in general terms stressing col- 
lection, degree of use, adequate staffing, and cooperation between fac- 
ulty and staff in developing the collection, It would be of little help in 
establishing standards. The North Central Association stresses the point 
that all academic programs should be adequately supported with books 
and that the collection should keep up with the expanding curriculum. 
Significantly, North Central states under the heading “librarian-faculty 
relationships” that librarians should hold faculty status. Under “expen- 
ditures” North Central declares that “A significant figure is the percent- 
age of the institution’s educational and general expenditures that has 
gone to the library over a period of years” and again stresses that “new 
programs or new curricula should have been reflected in library expen- 
diture~.”~*The Northwest Association declares that “the library should 
be administered as a part of the academic program . . , and that the 
book and periodical stock should, by quality, size and nature, support 
and stimulate the entire educational program.” Also, “substantially 
stronger holdings should be required for graduate and research pro- 
grams.”lg 
The Southern Association also stipulates that the library should be 
administered as a part of the academic program and then makes a dis- 
appointing reference to the US,  Office of Education statistics: “In us- 
ing this reference, institutional authorities should consider it a serious 
danger signal if the library regularly falls in the lowest quarter of any 
of the categories analyzed.” In respect to professional staff it recom- 
mends that recognition should be granted according to their qualifica- 
tions, experience, and duties and that “this recognition may consist of 
LIBRARY TRENDS[2001 
Uniuersity Libraries 
faculty rank and status, where appropriate, including comparable sal- 
aries and privileges.n20 The Western Associationz1 follows the practice 
of North Central with the exception that it does not specify faculty sta- 
tus for librarians. 
These criteria show in many instances the influence of the 1959 
“Standards for College Librarie~.”~ There are many points of strength 
to be found in them, but their weaknesses prompt speculation as to 
what they might have been if there had been authoritative statements 
of university library standards available. 
Standards for university libraries have been produced by Great Brit- 
ain, Germany and Canada. Other papers in this issue will treat the 
British and Canadian statements. The Canadian document has special 
interest for the university libraries of the United States because of the 
relatively close ties which have developed between the libraries of the 
two countries as expressed in the official relationship between the 
American Library Association and the Canadian Library Association. 
The Canadian document is a thorough, detailed, and useful one which 
would serve as an important reference source for any statement which 
might be developed in the United States. Differences in general in the 
development of university libraries in the two nations would dictate 
significant variations in their standards, but the Canadian approach is 
an impressive one. 
This brief survey of what might be called “the problem of standards 
for university libraries” has omitted many essays concerning standards 
for particular operations and aspects of libraries. Most, if not all, of 
these will have relevance when, and if, a statement of general stan- 
dards is constructed. It would seem that the various forces at work in 
these troubled times must converge to give renewed impetus to a proj- 
ect to construct such standards. It would also seem that the very real 
differences among universities in size, in scope, in relative age and de- 
velopment, and in character would suggest a fruitful way to proceed 
would be a separation of institutions into nearly homogeneous groups. 
All university libraries have always proceeded to compare themselves 
with libraries which they consider their peers or models, whatever their 
purposes of comparison may have been at the moment. Why cannot 
this be formalized and given the authority of the national associations 
of university libraries? Certainly the great university libraries must be 
protected where such standards might jeopardize their position before 
the authorities of their universities. The maintenance of the welfare, 
the progress, and the very existence of these great libraries is in the 
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vital interest of all other university libraries. The palpable threat of 
obsolescence of standards when too closely tied to the times can be met 
by the requirement of frequent revision and a set time limit to the va- 
lidity of any statement which might emerge. 
A period of intensified cooperation among universities and university 
libraries lies ahead. Libraries have learned to cooperate over the years 
and face the prospect of an increase in the pace and scope of coopera- 
tion with a useful awareness of its possibilities and limits. The matter 
of standards is involved. 
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